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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight 

that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her 
feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
1. The use of English should be standard.  
2. In line 24-44: The author(s) did not mentioned the previous researchers have done on J. 

curcas leaves in introduction mean while a number of publications already release for 
reference. 

3. In line 97-240: Most stated procedures did not referred to reference. 
4. In line 174-184: The sentences display similarity to Kingsley and Marshal’s paper 

(http://www.journalrepository.org/media/journals/AIR_31/2014/Jul/Kingsley2112014AIR9452_1.
pdf). 

5. In line 188-197: The sentences display similarity to Kingsley and Marshal’s paper 
(http://www.journalrepository.org/media/journals/AIR_31/2014/Jul/Kingsley2112014AIR9452_1.
pdf) 

6. In line 249: What kind of the unit of scavenging activity?  
7. In line 263: In Table 2, how does phlobatannins absented in qualitative has mass in 

quatitative? 
8. In line 268-269: Two phytochemical compounds in Table 2 did not run phytochemical testing 

but they got + sign. How did the author(s) decide the sign? 
9. In line 310-311: “the antimicrobial activities …through different mechanisms.” Could the 

author(s) explain the such different mechanisms? 
10. In line 317: “… a high free radical scavenging activity.” Based on what kind data the author(s) 

claimed the statement? 
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